ABSTRACT. The number of journal titles available in digital format to libraries through aggregators and publisher packages has increased, but library resources to catalog these titles have not kept pace with the increases. More libraries are therefore turning to MARC record service vendors to provide batches of electronic serials bibliographic records, either full or brief. This study presents the results of a survey asking library personnel about their experiences with and attitudes toward MARC record services. While many survey participants expressed satisfaction with the services, they also responded that they would like a greater number of more accurate full bibliographic records. Also, while a majority of libraries use a separate records approach with the services, a significant minority use a single record approach.
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MARC Record Services: A Comparative Study of Library Practices and Perceptions
Introduction and Review of Relevant Literature
The thousands of serial titles currently being made available electronically by publishers are the quintessential "moving targets." As serialists know well, journal titles often change; titles may cease, merge, or "divorce;" aggregators may lose permission to make certain titles available in an aggregator database.
To add to these problems, most libraries do not have sufficient personnel to catalog the proliferation of titles, let alone to track changes in these titles after their initial cataloging. Because of this, many libraries have chosen not to catalog all the titles available in aggregator databases. The author"s own library has not, to date, included in its catalog all bibliographic records for the titles available through aggregator databases.
Not including all titles poses a great challenge for the public catalog, if libraries want it to remain the primary search tool for patrons. As Maria Collins states, many librarians wish their library OPACs to be the "comprehensive access point for all their library holdings." 2 How, then, do libraries solve the problem of too many titles, too little time and too few resources to include them all in the catalog? Robert Bland, Timothy Carstens, and Mark Stoffan refer to three major methods for providing access to electronically available titles: (1) creating alphabetical lists of titles with links and holdings information; (2) including links to the electronic version of a serial in the bibliographic record for the print version of the title; or (3) employing the "separate records" approach to cataloging, by using the bibliographic record specifically designed for the electronic version of a title in Available MARC record services include Serials Solutions 360 MARC Updates, Ex Libris" MARCit! service, EBSCO A-to-Z with MARC Updates, TDNet"s Holdings Manager with MARC records, and Innovative Interfaces" relatively new Content Access Service (CASE) MARC record service. 6 A more in-depth look at particular features of the services will appear later in the article.
To return to the discussion of the single record versus separate records approach, a library"s decision on which strategy to use can be affected greatly by its adoption of a MARC record service. Abigail Bordeaux indicated that libraries that have previously taken a single record approach may switch to the separate records approach as a result of receiving record sets from a MARC record service. 7 In 2005, Maria Collins found that most of the librarians she interviewed desired a single record approach, although they
were not always able to take that approach. Some librarians expressed the view that the "access gained by quick automation processes offsets the single record approach." 
MARC Record Services Case Studies
Having briefly looked at potential ramifications of using a MARC record service, we will now turn our attention to the process by which libraries implement these services. includes an A-Z journal list using a "knowledgebase" of titles and holdings. UCB also 12 In addition, these two services were the most used by the survey respondents in this study. 13 records that need to be deleted, Duquesne staff run a report to generate a list of records that were not updated in the current load. Then they individually remove the records that were not updated.
Survey Methodology
The current study was composed of a twenty-one question survey administered online at Surveymonkey.com. The text of the survey is found in the appendix to this article. Most of the survey questions emerged in response to Paul Moeller"s and Cecilia
Genereux"s presentations given at the American Library Association annual conference, as mentioned above. Hearing about the respective load processes and necessary record modifications for each MARC record service prompted the author to wonder whether multiple libraries have chosen to load and modify the bibliographic records in similar
ways. An issue of particular interest to the author was also whether libraries chose to use the single record or separate records approach, and whether this decision was affected by adoption of the MARC record service.
The survey had three basic goals: (1) to investigate whether any common practices have emerged in implementing and maintaining MARC record services, (2) to assess library personnel perceptions of the MARC record services, both positive and negative, and (3) to solicit feedback on desired improvements to MARC record services.
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Survey participation was open to all the members of the listservs SERIALST-L,
, LIBLICENSE-L, and the Lis-e-journals Discussion List.
Listserv postings announced the opening of the survey, and participants were given a week to respond to the survey.
Results
Because the survey sample was a self-selected group of participants, it is not possible to make generalizations about the practices or attitudes of all library personnel who use MARC record services. Presumably, however, other users of the MARC record services have similar practices, experiences, and concerns to the ones expressed in this survey.
Of 130 participants who began the survey (duplicate responses discounted), 26
participants completed the last substantive question, and varying numbers of participants answered the majority of the questions, which were not marked as required. In summarizing the results, the number of respondents for any specific question will be stated, so that readers may have a sense of the proportion of respondents who answered in a given way.
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The first two questions of the survey (see Tables 1 and 2) give a demographic profile of the respondents. Table 3 . 19 For multiple choice questions where the author was not initially sure what the full range of responses would be, respondents were able to choose "Other (please specify)," and they provided more possible responses. Where there were multiples of the same "other" response, summaries of any patterns are reported in the paper. Participants were able to choose more than one answer to several questions, meaning that any percentages calculated do not total to 100.
(TABLE 3)
One-hundred-and-four participants reported use of 13 different integrated library systems (ILSs). Thirty-four (32.7%) reported using the Innovative Millennium ILS. Ex
Libris Voyager came in second with 22 users (21.2%), followed by Ex Libris Aleph with 15 users (14.4%), SirsiDynix Unicorn with 13 users (12.5%), SirsiDynix Horizon with eight users (7.7%) and Talis Alto with five (4.8%). The remaining seven ILSs were each
represented by only one library. For all responses, see Table 4 .
(TABLE 4)
Most respondents, 92 out of 96 (95.8%), reported that they provide access to serial titles and holdings information not only through the library catalog but also through an alphabetical list of titles. As seen in Table 5 , the remaining four said that they provide access only through their catalog.
( Table 6 for the full breakdown.
(TABLE 6) 20 One participant offered two different services, which would have brought the total number of answers to 97, but another participant submitted the answer "none," which was discounted.
The next question asked whether respondents' libraries use a coverage service in addition to a MARC record service, such as Serials Solutions 360 Link, SFX, or CASE.
The author initially understood "coverage service" to encompass both a knowledgebase and a link resolver. However, the author subsequently learned that it is possible to use a knowledgebase without using a link resolver. For a full breakdown of all coverage services reported, see Table 7 .
(TABLE 7)
Since MARC record services can have such a great bearing on the decision of whether to use the single record or separate records approach, the next three questions addressed this issue. First, participants were asked whether they use a single record approach, separate records approach, or combine elements of the two approaches. Sixtyone of 96 respondents (63.5%) indicated that they use a separate records approach.
Twenty-two respondents (22.9%) selected the single record approach, and 13 respondents (13.5%) said that they combine elements of both approaches (see Table 8 ). The respondents who used both approaches were asked to provide an explanation of their libraries' practices.
(TABLE 8)
Ten respondents described a variety of ways to implement a combined approach.
Two participants recorded that they maintain separate records for different formats, except for Government Printing Office publications, for which they maintain single records. Two others noted that separate records are used except in the case of records that require original cataloging. One participant used a combined approach because the library is switching from a single record approach to separate records, while another participant reported that the library was switching to a single record, but not in a systematic manner. Another library used single records wherever ISSN-matching is possible through batch-loading, but separate records for titles that do not match on ISSN.
The complexity of the choice between single and separate records is highlighted by all of the different possible scenarios and practices. For a full range, see Table 9 .
(TABLE 9)
Of the 56 respondents who answered that their libraries use a separate records approach, 31 (55.4%) said that their libraries transitioned from using a single record approach to separate records as a result of implementing a MARC record service. As shown in Table 10 , the remaining 25 (44.6%) did not transition to the separate records 21 Investigation of these 17 explanations revealed that seven of these responses actually described a separate record approach. Initially, 56 respondents (58.3%) indicated that they used a separate records approach and 18 (18.8%) claimed a mixed approach. Taking into account respondents" comments about their combined approaches increased the number of participants taking a separate records approach and decreased the number of those taking a combined approach. Three respondents considered the use of one record for multiple instances of an online title to be a single record approach; one respondent indicated that a different bibliographic record is used for each different publisher platform for online titles.
approach as a result of implementing the MARC service, which implies that their libraries had already adopted a separate records approach.
(TABLE 10)
Representing the single record approach, on the other hand, 20 of the 22
participants who indicated that they use a single record approach chose to answer the question, "Has the use of the single record approach created special problems for you in using the MARC record service?" Seven of those respondents (35%) said that their use of the single record approach has created special problems, while the remaining 13 (65%)
did not. (See Table 11 .) Table 12 .
( entered in by participants, rather than being in the multiple choice array), the ones that gathered more than one response were as follows: "Lack of detail in the records," with 22 As a caveat to this question, one respondent explained that the percentage of brief records is not a meaningful number, because all brief records are reloaded every month, but all full records are not. This statement implies that the percentage of brief records fluctuates from load to load depending on the number of full records that are loaded. The author assumes that the percentage does not change drastically from month to month, however, so that the responses are, in fact, meaningful. 23 Seventy-three respondents made some answer to the question. In the process of analyzing the responses, however, 15 of those responses were discounted either because they were not represented in percentage format or the respondent answered that s/he didn't know. That left a total of 58 responses. 24 For the purpose of calculating the mean answer, five answers that did not give precise numerical values, e.g., "less than 2 percent", were discounted, leaving a total of 53 responses to the question.
nine responses (15.5%); "Library chooses not to use brief records," with seven responses (12.1%); and "Incorrect title proper," with three responses (5.2%). For all responses, see Table 14 .
(TABLE 14)
In a question parallel to the previous question, participants were asked to choose from a list of features that are common in full records. Fifty respondents identified one or more of the possible features, including the number of participants (22) Table 15 .
(TABLE 15)
In answer to the question, "After your library loads the bibliographic records, how do you modify them?" 71 respondents chose one or more of the provided answers, including "Other (please specify)". The highest number of respondents, 28 (39.4%), indicated that they make no modifications to the bibliographic records. Twenty-five respondents (35.2%) batch-update records using their integrated library systems, and an additional person responded that his/her library applies a particular material type code to the records, which is also an enhancement made with the ILS. Fifteen participants (21.1%) reported fixing bibliographic records by hand post-load. Thirteen (18.3%)
reported that they batch-update their records using scripts. Eight (11.3%) indicated that they modify their records before running the loads, rather than afterwards. Of these respondents, four reported using MarcEdit, as in the process used at Duquesne. Pre-load edits included removing MeSH headings, adding call numbers, removing unwanted fields and adding 099 fields. Four respondents (5.6%) indicated that rather than modifying the records themselves post-load, they notify the vendor and ask for records to be corrected.
For a full chart of responses, see Table 16 .
(TABLE 16)
There was limited consensus among respondents when they were asked how they would enhance/improve the MARC records, either full or brief, if they could. Of 35 different respondents, eight (22.9%) said that they would like fewer brief records to be present in the loads. 25 Seven respondents (20%) indicated that they were satisfied with the quality of the records. Six (17.1%), however, said they would like the records to be more accurate. Five (12.5%) said that they would like for a persistent unique identifier to be added to brief records. Three (8.6%) said that they would like to be able to use OCLC member-created records for online titles rather than CONSER records, if no satisfactory CONSER record is available. Three (8.6%) wanted subject headings to be modified, either so that there are fewer Library of Congress headings or English-only headings. For a summary of all responses, see Table 17 .
(TABLE 17)
The next two questions asked for perceptions, both positive and negative, of the services. Seventy-one respondents chose one or more of the options (including "other") in answer to the question, "What do you like best about the MARC record service?" Table 18 .
(TABLE 18)
For the sake of contrast, the next question asked participants what they like the least about the MARC record service. Fifty-eight respondents chose one or more answers (including "other"). Twenty-five (43.1%) indicated that they least like the inaccuracy of the bibliographic records. Eighteen (31%) chose the time spent cleaning up bibliographic records after the load as a significant drawback. Twelve (20.7%) reported the difficulty of the load process as a least favored feature. Six respondents (10.3%) indicated that they are satisfied with the service as it is. Four (6.9%) wrote that they receive either too many brief records or duplicate brief records. Three (5.2%) wrote that they have problems loading the records. Another three (5.2%) responded that they either don't know or don't have time to check the bibliographic records in order to report on their features. Two (3.4%) said that they do not receive records for all of the titles in their profiles. For all responses, see Table 19 .
(TABLE 19)
The last question with a specific focus asked participants how they would enhance or improve the overall load process, if they could. 26 Of 30 respondents, seven (23.3%)
said that it works well enough as it is. Four respondents (13.3%) indicated that either they didn't know or had no comment. Three wanted better brief records (10%), and another three wanted the load process to be easier or more automated. Two (6.7%) indicated that their ILSs have trouble handling load; two want to load "cleaner," more accurate records; and two posited that it is not possible to improve the process. For a summary of all answers, see Table 20 .
(TABLE 20)
Twenty-six participants answered the final question, "Do you have any further comments about the MARC Record Service?" Ten (38.5%) provided positive feedback, either saying that they like the additional access afforded by the service or that they are satisfied with the service in general. Two (7.7%) said that although using the service has created problems, it is a necessary addition to the catalog. Another two respondents said that the single record approach is difficult to achieve using the service. All of the rest of the responses were only entered by one person each, and most of the other responses have already been addressed by another question in the survey (see Table 21 ). (TABLE 21 Second, it appears that the adoption of a MARC record service was about as likely as not to convert a library to the separate records approach; only about half of the libraries who reported using the separate records approach said that they had been "converted" by adopting the MARC record service. Implementing a MARC record service did not seem to be as great a factor in the libraries" decisions as the author would have expected.
Of the libraries who maintain a single record approach, surprisingly, fewer respondents reported problems than those who reported none. The problems, however, were to be expected: that of the existence of duplicate records, and trying to avoid deleting necessary records that might have been flagged for deletion.
The second area of practices that libraries shared was that of modifying vendorprovided records. Since a number of respondents were satisfied with the records, they often chose not to modify the records (39.4% of 71 respondents). Of those who do modify, however, the largest number use their ILSs to batch update the records, followed by those who fix records by hand, with running scripts on the records coming in third.
Modifying records using MarcEdit was also a relatively popular choice. We notify the MARC record service vendor to fix the problems 4 5.6
We delete "online resources" from 655 1 5.6 We set up a material type code in the integrated library system for batch-loaded bibs so the appropriate icon displays for these items 1 5.6
Total 95
Note: 71 respondents provided 95 answers. Percentages were calculated using 71 as the total. 
